5.0

ALTERNATIVES

This section evaluates alternatives to the 2020 LRDP and the Tien Center project, and
examines the potential environmental impacts of each alternative. The relative advan-
tages and disadvantages of each alternative are assessed in comparison to the 2020
LRDP and Tien Center project as described in Chapter 3.

The CEQA Guidelines require that selection of the range of alternatives evaluated in an
EIR be governed by a rule of reason. CEQA does not requite every conceivable
alternative to be evaluated, nor does it require the consideration of infeasible alterna-
tives.! Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states the factors that may be taken
into account in determining the feasibility of alternatives include site suitability, eco-
nomic viability, availability of infrastructure, other regulatory constraints, and jurisdic-
tional boundatries.

The CEQA Guidelines state the evaluation of the alternatives must focus on those
capable of either avoiding or substantially reducing any significant environmental
impacts of the project, even if the alternative would be more costly or would impede, to
some extent, the achievement of the project objectives stated in Chapter 3. On the other
hand, the evaluation need not address alternatives for which implementation is remote
or speculative, and the assessment of alternatives need not be presented to the same
level of detail as the assessment of the project.

Based on the CEQA Guidelines, the selection of the alternatives to be evaluated in an
EIR, and the level of analytical detail required in this evaluation, should be based on
several factors:

* The nature of the significant impacts of the proposed project,

* The potential of alternatives to avoid or lessen those significant impacts,
*  The ability of alternatives to meet the objectives of the project, and

*  The feasibility of the alternatives.

The alternatives selected for evaluation in this section, therefore, represent those which
have the potential to lessen or avoid the identified significant and unavoidable impacts
of the 2020 LRDP and/or the Tien Center project.

' CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)
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5.1 2020 LRDP ALTERNATIVES

The analyses presented in Chapter 4 of this EIR finds the 2020 LRDP would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to:

* Air Quality: Operational impacts from the combined total of vehicular, sta-
tionary, and area sources may hinder the attainment of the regional Clean Air
Plan. The 2020 LRDP, in combination with other cumulative projects, would
result in a cumulatively considerable increase of non-attainment pollutants and
thereby conflict with the most recent Clean Air Plan. Further, with the incorpo-
ration of diesel particulate matter into air risk analyses, the 2020 LRDP would
contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase in toxic air contaminants.

®  Cultural Resources: While in general the provisions of the 2020 LRDP and
campus best practices would avoid significant impacts to cultural resources,
under certain unavoidable circumstances the educational mission of the univer-
sity may require the demolition or alteration of a resource of significance.
These instances could also contribute to a cumulative reduction and/or degra-
dation of the resource base of historical and/or archaeological resources.

* Noise: Some construction activities necessary to implement the 2020 LRDP
would generate noise levels that would cause a substantial increase above exist-
ing ambient levels and would exceed limits set forth in local regulations. Not-
withstanding the enforcement of noise control requirements in contract speci-
fications, construction noise would still be significant and unavoidable. Con-
struction of university housing in the urban environs of the campus may also
expose its residents to noise levels in excess of established standards.

*  Traffic: Traffic generated by implementation of the 2020 LRDP would con-
tribute to unacceptable, and unavoidable, delays at two intersections and would
unavoidably exceed CMA service standards on five CMP designated roadway
segments and two MTS roadway segments. Potentially significant impacts
would occur at seven other intersections, and unacceptable conditions could be
exacerbated at an eighth intersection; however, these could be mitigated at the
discretion of the City of Berkeley.

The alternatives selected for evaluation in this section, therefore, represent those which
have the potential to lessen or avoid the identified significant and unavoidable impacts
of the 2020 LRDP. Alternatives analyzed in detail for the 2020 LRDP include:

*  Lower enrollment and employment growth
"  No new parking and more transit incentives
*  Diversion of some growth to remote sites

*  No project (as required by CEQA)

During the scoping process, other alternatives were considered, but as a result of
qualitative analysis were determined either to be infeasible or to offer no significant
environmental benefits over the 2020 LRDP or Alternatives I.-1 through I.-4, and were
therefore not analyzed quantitatively. This chapter presents a brief summary of findings
for each of these alternatives.
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TABLE5.1-1 Estimated Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-1: HEADCOUNT 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative -1
Regular Term Students 31,800 33,450 32,500
Faculty 1,760 1,980 1,980
Academic Staff 3,040 4,880 4,190
Nonacademic Staff 8,140 8,950 8,580
Visitors & Vendors 1,200 2,000 1,750
Total Regular Terms Headcount 45,940 51,260 49,000
Net Growth by 2020 5,320 3,060
Total Employment 12,940 15,810 14,750
Net Growth by 2020 2,870 1,810
TABLE5.1-2 Actual + Foreseeable Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-1: PROPOSED SPACE 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative -1
Program Space (GSF) 12,100,000 14,300,000 13,600,000
Net Growth by 2020 2,200,000 1,500,000
Net Lab Space Growth by 2020 700,000 380,000
Housing (bed spaces) 8,190 10,790 10,790
Net Growth by 2020 2,600 2,600
Parking (auto spaces) 7,690 9,990 9,290
Net Growth by 2020 2,300 1,600
TABLE 5.1-3
ALTERNATIVE L-1: PROGRAM Program Space (GSF) Parking (spaces)
SPACE & PARKING DISTRIBUTION 2020 LRDP Altern -1~ 2020 LRDP Altern -1
Campus Park 1,000,000 680,000 600 400
City Environs
Adjacent Blocks North 50,000 30,000
Adjacent Blocks West 800,000 550,000 1,300 950
Adjacent Blocks South 400,000 270,000 600 400
Southside 50,000 30,000
Other Berkeley Sites 50,000 30,000
Hill Campus 100,000 70,000
Max Net Addl Space NTE 2,200,000 1,500,000 2,300 1,600

Housing unchanged from base scenario for 2020 LRDP.

5.1.1 ALTERNATIVE L-1: LOWER ENROLLMENT AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

The 2020 LRDP estimates of demand for program space, housing, and parking are
based on projections of growth in both enrollment and in sponsored research. For
enrollment, the 2020 LRDP assumed enrollment would grow to a regular-term average
student headcount of 33,450 and then stabilize at this level through 2020. This increase
reflects the equivalent of 4,000 new students over base year 1998, and equals the target
identified by the University of California for the UC Berkeley campus to evaluate as part
of the University’s strategy to accommodate the projected rise in the number of college
age Californians.
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The growth in employment under the 2020 LRDP is the result of two factors. The
increase in enrollment would require a concomitant increase in faculty and other
academic and nonacademic staff engaged in teaching and serving those students. The
increase in external research funds, meanwhile, would generate new demand for
postdocs, researchers, and administrators in academic departments and organized
research units. The 2020 LRDP assumes that the inflation-adjusted average rate of
growth of 3.6 percent per year in external research funds in the last decade of the 20t
century would continue through 2020.

These two growth drivers, enrollment and employment, are largely independent: a
slower rate of actual growth in one does not mean the other would also slow down.
Enrollment is driven by demographic changes within the state, while federal agencies are
by far the largest source of external research funds. However, for the purpose of
analysis, this alternative examines the combined effects of lower rates of growth in both
enrollment and in sponsored research.

In this alternative, enrollment is assumed to stabilize at the estimated average 2002-2003
regular term headcount of roughly 32,500, rather than the 33,450 projected in the 2020
LRDP. External research funds are assumed to increase at an average inflation-adjusted
rate of 2.4 percent per year, or two-thirds the rate projected in the 2020 LRDP. This rate
in fact is similar to the average rate of increase at UC Berkeley over the five year period
from 1997 through 2002.

As shown in Tables 5.1-1 and 5.1-2, these lower rates of growth would result in
reductions in both headcount and program space to be constructed relative to the
proposed 2020 LRDP. This alternative would therefore also include a lower number of
new parking spaces, since the increment of new parking proposed in the 2020 LRDP is
derived partly from the existing parking deficit and partly from projections of future
demand based on growth in enrollment and employment. The number of visitors and
vendors would also be lower, because the lower amount of new program space would
require fewer construction workers. University housing is assumed to grow by the same
amount in Alternative L-1 as in the 2020 LRDP.

L-1 AIR QUALITY

Development under Alternative L-1 would result in a 2020 campus headcount equal to
roughly 96 percent of the headcount projected under the 2020 LRDP. As desctibed in
Section 4.2.7 under LRDP Impact AIR-5, any campus growth may not be consistent
with the most recent Clean Air Plan and may result in a significant impact. Because it is
possible that the air district will not attain air quality standards with the inclusion of this
project in the plan, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Although the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do not require the quantification of
emissions associated with a plan, daily emissions associated with Alternative I.-1 were
estimated and are reported below in Table 5.1-4 for informational purposes. To evaluate
the criteria pollutant emissions from Alternative I.-1, the growth ratio of Alternative L-1
to the 2020 LRDP was applied to the total operational and construction emissions from
the 2020 LRDP. Note that the 2020 LRDP emissions represent the increment of
emissions from 2020 LRDP growth above the existing emissions. The following table
summarizes Alternative I.-1 emissions.
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TABLE 5.1-4
OPERATIONAL & CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS: ALTERNATIVE L-1

Construction — Site Construction — Building BAAQMD CEQA

Operational Grading (Ibs/day) Construction (Ibs/day) Thresholds (Ibs/day)
NOx 119 716 1061 80
ROG 219 83 1589 80
PM10 10 143 49 80
CO 274 561 962 550

As with the 2020 LRDP, mitigation of these impacts would be implemented, but the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, may be
somewhat reduced proportional to the reduction in program space. However, existing
emissions for LBNL and UC Berkeley exceed the 10 in one million standard for a 70-
year exposure. Given that the primary contribution to cumulative risk is diesel particu-
late matter, a slower rate of program renewal and improvement, and concomitant
replacement of existing emergency diesel generators, may not be beneficial to an overall
reduction in this cumulative impact.

L-1 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The potential cultural resource impacts under Alternative -1 would in general be the
same as described for the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation Measures
described in Chapter 4.4 regarding historical, archaeological and paleontological
resources would apply under Alternative L-1 and, in general, would avoid significant
impacts. The special circumstances under which demolition or alteration of a significant
resource is unavoidable would also have the potential to occur in L-1, but given the
reduced building program fewer such instances would be likely.

L-1 NOISE

The potential noise impacts under Alternative I.-1 would be the same as described for
the 2020 LRDP. However, since Alternative I.-1 would result in less net growth in
program space and lab space, the duration and level of construction would be somewhat
less. The conclusion that the impact would be significant and unavoidable for the 2020
LRDP also applies to L-1 because the application of mitigation measures would not be
sufficient to avoid a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels. All other
conclusions regarding noise for the 2020 LRDP would be the same for Alternative L-1.

L-1 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

This alternative would result in a somewhat lessened deterioration of traffic operations
in comparison to the 2020 LRDP. The lower campus headcount, relative to the 2020
LRDP, would reduce the expected future congestion at the impacted intersections and
on the CMA designated system segments included as part of the Alameda County
Congestion Management Plan. The lower increments of growth in program space and
parking would also reduce local traffic impacts due to the reduction in construction activity.
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Local traffic operation impacts would also be lessened due to the fact the number of
new student beds would remain the same as in the 2020 LRDP. Lower enrollment
growth, without a drop in planned new university housing, would enable a greater
percentage of students to reside in walking distance of campus or along transit corridors
(i.e. within the Housing Zone). The lessened traffic operation impacts and the decrease
in overall campus headcount, relative to the 2020 LRDP, would also improve pedestrian
and bicycle circulation.

This alternative would reduce the significance of LRDP Impacts TRA-2 through TRA-
12, but not necessarily to a less than significant level. In general, the mitigation measures
associated with these impacts would still be required.

L-1 OTHER ANTICIPATED EFFECTS

AESTHETICS

The potential aesthetic impacts under Alternative L-1 would in general be the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP. However, since there would be less program space and
parking under Alternative L-1, there would be fewer projects and thus less potential for
aesthetic impacts. The Best Practices and Mitigation Measures described in Chapter 4.1
would apply under Alternative I.-1 and mitigate any potential impacts to less than
significant levels.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on biological resources were identified
under the proposed 2020 LRDP. Alternative L.-1 would not appreciably reduce identi-
fied impacts on biological resources such as Strawberry Creek, campus natural areas and
mature tress, and sensitive habitats. These resources would be adequately protected by
the provisions of the 2020 LRDP and by Best Practices and Mitigation Measures.

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

The potential geology, soils and seismicity impacts under Alternative L-1 would in
general be the same as described for the 2020 LRDP. However, since Alternative 1.-1
would result in a lower regular term headcount than the 2020 LRDP, fewer people and
less program space would be exposed to seismic hazards under Alternative -1 than the
2020 LRDP. The Continuing Best Practices described in Chapter 4.5 regarding seismic
safety would apply under Alternative I.-1 and mitigate any potential impacts to less than
significant levels.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impacts associated with increased use of hazardous materials would be incrementally

reduced under this alternative because the increase in laboratory space would be smaller
than under the 2020 LRDP.

HYDROLOGY

The potential hydrologic impacts under Alternative I.-1 would be the same as those that
would result from the 2020 LRDP. Although the same amount of university housing
would be required under Alternative L-1 as described in the 2020 LRDP, there would be
less program space to be constructed and fewer parking spaces required. Therefore, the
increase in impervious area would be less. However, given campus programs that
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protect against pollutant loading and ensutre no net increased runoff, potential impacts
would be the same as for the 2020 LRDP.

LAND USE

The potential land use impacts under Alternative I.-1 would in general be the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP. However, since there would be less program space and
patking under Alternative I.-1, there would be fewer projects and thus less potential for
land use impacts. The Best Practices and Mitigation Measures described in Chapter 4.8
would apply under Alternative I.-1 and mitigate any potential impacts to less than
significant levels

POPULATION AND HOUSING

The potential population and housing impacts under Alternative -1 would be less than
under the 2020 LRDP, since the incremental increase in regular terms headcount would
be only 58% of the increase under the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures described in Chapter 4.10 would apply under Alternative L-1 and mitigate any
potential impacts to less than significant levels

PuUBLIC SERVICES
The increase in both headcount and built space would be less under Alternative L-1
than under the 2020 LRDP. Since the public service impacts under the 2020 LRDP
were less than significant, the impacts on fire and emergency services, police services,
schools, parks and recreation, and solid waste under Alternative L-1 would also be less
than significant.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The increase in both headcount and built space would be less under Alternative L-1
than under the 2020 LRDP. Since the impacts on utilities and service systems under the
2020 LRDP were less than significant, the impacts under Alternative I.-1 would also be
less than significant.

L-1 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES

This section examines how Alternative L.-1 would compare with the 2020 LRDP in
terms of achieving the Objectives presented in Chapter 3.1.

=  Stabilize enrollment at a level commensurate with our academic standards
and our land and capital resources.

* Provide the space, technology and infrastructure we require to excel in
education, research, and public service.

The amount of net new program space in Alternative I.-1 is based on the same factors
and formulas used for the 2020 LRDP: the difference is due entirely to the lower rates
of growth assumed for L.-1. Therefore, if enrollment and employment do in fact grow at
the slower rates projected in I.-1, the amount of space in I.-1 would be adequate.

However, UC Berkeley believes the lower projections of growth in I-1 do not ade-
quately reflect long-term trends in sponsored research, nor do they meet University-wide
targets for enrollment growth. UC Berkeley believes the rates of growth projected in the
2020 LRDP represent the best estimate of future space demand, and if this demand
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does materialize as expected, the amount of net new program space in Alternative L-1
would be severely inadequate, and would severely constrain the ability of UC Berkeley to
maintain its standard of excellence.

* Provide the housing, parking, and setrvices we require to support a vital
intellectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

The amount of housing proposed in L-1 is the same as in the 2020 LRDP. The slower
rates of growth in L.-1 would result in fewer net new parking spaces, since the increment
of new parking proposed in the 2020 LRDP is derived partly from the existing parking deficit
and partly from projected future demand based on growth in enrollment and employment.

As with program space, if enrollment and employment do in fact grow at the slower
rates projected in L-1, the amount of net new parking in -1 would be adequate: how-
ever, UC Berkeley expects growth to occur as projected in the 2020 LRDP, and in this
event the amount of net new parking in I.-1 would be adequate to address the current
parking deficit, but not to meet future demand.

* Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

The more modest amount of program space and parking required under L-1 could
lessen impacts on the future environment of the City Environs, because fewer new
buildings would be required, and a greater percentage of new building space could be
located within the Campus Park. However, no significant impacts with respect to land
use or aesthetics have been identified for the 2020 LRDP.

The relationship of Alternative L-1 to the other Objectives would not differ significantly
from the 2020 LRDP, except as described above with respect to significant environ-
mental impacts.

5.1.2 ALTERNATIVE L-2: NO NEW PARKING AND MORE TRANSIT INCENTIVES

The impacts on vehicular circulation identified in Chapter 4.12 are due to a combination
of headcount growth and an increase in the parking inventory. The growth in campus
headcount is expected to result in an increase in the number of vehicle trips to the
campus, while the location of new parking influences the routes and destinations of
those new vehicle trips.

Several comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP)1 suggest
the increase in the parking inventory may itself induce new vehicle trips. Since demand
for university parking in many locations presently exceeds the supply, the difficulty of
finding parking may serve as a disincentive to drive-alone trips and, conversely, as an
incentive for alternative modes of travel.

Other commentors suggest the same type of transit price subsidy now offered to
students through the UC Berkeley Class Pass program should also be offered to UC
Berkeley employees, and suggest that such a program, often described as the ‘EcoPass’,
could result in a significant reduction in vehicle trips.
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TABLE5.1-5 Estimated Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-2: HEADCOUNT 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative 1.-2
Regular Term Students 31,800 33,450 33,450
Faculty 1,760 1,980 1,980
Academic Staff 3,040 4,880 4,880
Nonacademic Staff 8,140 8,950 8,950
Visitors & Vendors 1,200 2,000 2,000
Total Regular Terms Headcount 45,940 51,260 51,260
Net Growth by 2020 5,320 5,320
Total Employment 12,940 15,810 15,810
Net Growth by 2020 2,870 2,870
TABLE 5.1-6 Actual + Foreseeable Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-2: PROPOSED SPACE 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative 1.-2
Program Space (GSF) 12,100,000 14,300,000 14,300,000
Net Growth by 2020 2,200,000 2,200,000
Net Lab Space Growth by 2020 700,000 700,000
Housing (bed spaces) 8,190 10,790 10,790
Net Growth by 2020 2,600 2,600
Parking (auto spaces) 7,690 9,990 7,690
Net Growth by 2020 2,300 0
TABLE 5.1-7
ALTERNATIVE L-2: PROGRAM Program Space (GSF) Parking (spaces)
SPACE & PARKING DISTRIBUTION 2020 LRDP Altern -2 2020 LRDP Altern 1.-2
Campus Park 1,000,000 1,000,000 600
City Environs
Adjacent Blocks North 50,000 50,000
Adjacent Blocks West 800,000 800,000 1,300
Adjacent Blocks South 400,000 400,000 600
Southside 50,000 50,000
Other Berkeley Sites 50,000 50,000
Hill Campus 100,000 100,000
Max Net Addl Space NTE 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,300 0

Housing unchanged from base scenario for 2020 LRDP.

In Alternative L.-2, no new university parking would be constructed under the auspices
of the 2020 LRDP. The Southside/Downtown TDM StudyZ could guide development
of new or expanded incentive programs, parking management programs, or transit
improvement programs, by UC Berkeley alone or in collaboration with the city of
Berkeley. However, the changes in campus headcount through 2020 would be the same
as in the 2020 LRDP, and therefore the figures for program space, as well as for
housing, would also be the same as in the 2020 LRDP. Clearly, further reductions in
vehicle trips might be achieved if headcount growth were also reduced, as in I.-1, but
this alternative serves the purpose of isolating and maximizing the effects of less new

parking.
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L-2 AIR QUALITY

Reduced parking on campus may decrease the total vehicle miles traveled for this
alternative, if people would use more transit options without the availability of parking.
This would be a benefit to air quality, but the total operational emissions from all
sources would not be reduced to below a level of significance. No matter what the
reduction in vehicular emissions, non-vehicular source emissions would remain
unaccounted for in projections informing the Clean Air Plan.

The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, would not be
reduced in this alternative. While a potential increase in transit-related diesel particulate
emissions may occut, as described in Section 4.2.7, overall, mobile source emissions are
lessening to meet new regulatory standards, as discussed under Cumulative Impact AIR-3.

L-2 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The potential cultural resource impacts under Alternative L-2 would in general be the
same as described for the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation Measures
described in Chapter 4.4 regarding historical, archaeological and paleontological
resources would apply under Alternative L.-2 and, in general, would avoid significant
impacts. The special circumstances under which demolition or alteration of a significant
resource is unavoidable would also have roughly the same potential to occur in L-2,
since the building program is identical to the 2020 LRDP except for parking.

L-2 NOISE

If no new parking is constructed there would be a reduction in the amount of construc-
tion noise. The conclusion that the impact would be significant and unavoidable for the
LRDP also applies to Alternative 1.-2 because the application of mitigation measures
would not be sufficient to avoid a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels.
All other conclusions regarding the noise for the LRDP would be the same for Alternative L-2.

L-2 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Under this alternative, every effort would be made to accommodate growth through
shifting commuters to transportation alternatives® and new parking would not be
constructed. . This would create a new significant parking impact, under the Standard
of Significance “Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity?” The existing
shortage of parking compared to demand would be exacerbated by future growth in
campus headcount proposed under the 2020 LRDP. Construction-period impacts
would remain significant impacts as construction materials storage and staging areas,
and lots that could be used for construction worker attendant parking, would be scarcer.
Visitors and retail shoppers may experience greater parking difficulties in the vicinity of
campus. 4

With additional transit incentives, and no new university parking, a greater percentage of
the campus population would likely use transit to travel to and from campus. A shift to
more transit use would reduce the expected future congestion at the impacted intersec-
tions. However, there is also some potential for local traffic congestion to increase, as
the result of longer searches for available spaces by those who continue to drive.
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Thus, LRDP Impacts TRA-6, TRA-7 and TRA-8 would likely remain significant
impacts. There could be new significant impacts on AC Transit and/or BART setvice, if
the ridership grows to a level that cannot be supported by current and planned future
service levels, due to the combination of transit incentives and lack of new parking to
serve a larger campus headcount.

L-2 OTHER ANTICIPATED EFFECTS

AESTHETICS

The potential aesthetic impacts under Alternative L-2 would in general be the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP since the amount of new program space and housing
would be the same as under the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures described in Chapter 4.1 would apply under Alternative -2 and mitigate any
potential impacts to less than significant levels.

BloLOGICAL RESOURCES

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on biological resources were identified
under the proposed 2020 LRDP. Alternative L.-1 would not appreciably reduce identi-
fied impacts on biological resources such as Strawberry Creek, campus natural areas and
mature tress, and sensitive habitats. Parking facilities proposed under the 2020 LRDP
would be located in urbanized areas, and would not affect sensitive biological resources.

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

The potential geology, soils and seismicity impacts under Alternative L-2 would in
general be the same as described for the 2020 LRDP. The Continuing Best Practices
described in Chapter 4.5 regarding seismic safety would apply under Alternative L.-2 and
mitigate any potential impacts to less than significant levels.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Under this alternative, impacts associated with increased use of hazardous materials
would be the same as under the 2020 LRDP.

HYDROLOGY

The construction of parking could potentially increase the impervious area on campus,
which may increase the surface runoff to the streams and storm drain systems on
campus. Parking lots and structures often contain pollutants leaked from cars that could
be carried to the streams with surface runoff. Impervious areas also may increase the
amount and velocity of the runoff and therefore contribute to erosion. Finally, the
increase in the amount of runoff may also cause the capacity of the storm drain system
to be exceeded, therefore causing local drainage. Since no new university parking would
be constructed under Alternative L-2, these negative impacts associated with increased
parking would not occur.

LAND USE

The potential land use impacts under Alternative L.-2 would in general be the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices described in Chapter 4.8 would apply
under the 2020 LRDP would also apply under Alternative L-2 and mitigate any potential
impacts to less than significant levels.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING

For Alternative L-2, the changes in campus headcount and university housing through
2020 would be the same as in the 2020 LRDP, and therefore the population and housing
impacts under Alternative L-2 would be the same as those under the 2020 LRDP.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Since campus headcount under Alternative 1.-2 would be the same as under the 2020
LRDP, the public services impacts under both scenarios would in general be the same.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Since Alternative L-2 would result in the same campus headcount and, except for
parking, the same amount of built space as in the 2020 LRDP, impacts to utilities and
service systems under this alternative would in general be the same as under the 2020 LRDP.

L-2 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES

This section examines how Alternative L-2 would compare with the 2020 LRDP in
terms of achieving the Objectives presented in Chapter 3.

* Provide the housing, parking, and services we require to support a vital
intellectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

The amount of housing proposed in L-2 is the same as in the 2020 LRDP, but the
parking supply would remain at current 2003 levels. UC Berkeley presently estimates a
deficit of at least 1,300 patking spaces: this number is consistent with the findings of
both the 1990-2005 LRDP and a 1999 study of campus parking, which also recom-
mends construction of 1,300 net new parking spaces to address current needs.’

Alternative L-2 would neither address this current deficit nor accommodate future
campus growth. The objective of a vital intellectual community can not be met if access
to campus is increasingly constrained by the shortage of parking.

= Plan every new project to respect and enhance the character, livability, and
cultural vitality of our City Environs.

The increase in parking demand due to growth in enrollment and employment, without
any increase in the parking supply, would likely result in more UC Berkeley students and
employees parking in the districts around campus, particularly unregulated residential
districts. Commentors on the NOP already perceive this as a serious problem, and it
might be expected to worsen under L-2, unless incentives such as the EcoPass induce
substantial numbers of single drivers to shift to alternate modes. Based on past surveys
of both students and employees, UC Berkeley considers the potential of such programs
to be modest, given the already low drive-alone rate at UC Berkeley and the relatively
low priority of cost as a mode selection factor.

The relationship of Alternative L.-2 to the other objectives would not differ significantly

from the 2020 LRDP, except as described above with respect to significant environ-
mental impacts.
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5.1.3 ALTERNATIVE L-3: DIVERSION OF SOME GROWTH TO REMOTE SITES

Several comments received in response to the NOP suggest Noise and Traffic impacts
might be reduced by diverting some of the growth projected in the 2020 LRDP from
the campus and its environs to one or more remote sites. The 100-acre University-
owned Richmond Field Station (RES) is the most suitable candidate site for this strategy,
being located roughly four miles north® of the Campus Park.

As explained in Chapter 3, new development at the RES is not within the scope of the
2020 LRDP. As of 2003, a master plan for development of RES was in the initial stage
of formulation, but no parameters for its development had yet been established. As of
2001-2002, RFS contained 549,000 GSF of program space, ot roughly 4 percent of the
UC Berkeley inventory of built space.

In Alternative -3, the same increases in enrollment, employment, program space, and
housing are assumed as in the 2020 LRDP. However, one-third of the projected growth
in sponsored research is assumed to be housed at Richmond Field Station rather than at
the campus and its environs. This would result in a lower staff and visitor/vendor
headcount than in the 2020 LRDP, as shown in Table 5.3-1. This would also allow for a
smaller building program in the Campus Park and City Environs, and the amount of
new parking would also be reduced.

L-3 AIR QUALITY

Localized carbon monoxide and particulate matter impacts would decrease because
some trips would divert to Richmond Field Station. However, other vehicle emissions
(NOyx and ROG) are more of a regional air quality issue due to the fact that some
pollutants are transported downwind of the emission source (unlike carbon monoxide
and particulate matter, which disperse rapidly). Since the total student, staff, and faculty
population would not change but some would be merely displaced, the total vehicle
emissions would remain roughly the same as the 2020 LRDP. There would be a slight
change in miles traveled since Richmond Field Station is located four miles north of the
Campus, but this would not cause a substantial change in total emissions.

The cumulative risk from stationary and area source toxic air contaminant emissions,
discussed in Section 4.2.9 of this EIR, under Cumulative Impact AIR-4, may be
somewhat reduced proportional to the reduction in program space on the Campus.
However, existing emissions for LBNL and UC Berkeley exceed the 10 in one million
standard for a 70-year exposure. Given that the primary contribution to cumulative risk
is diesel particulate matter, a slower rate of program renewal and improvement on the
Campus because of off-site development under this Alternative, and concomitant
replacement of existing emergency diesel generators, may not be beneficial to an overall
reduction in this cumulative impact. Toxic air contaminant emissions would increase in
the vicinity of the Richmond Field Station.
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TABLES.1-8 Estimated Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-3: HEADCOUNT 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative 1.-3
Regular Term Students 31,800 33,450 33,450
Faculty 1,760 1,980 1,980
Academic Staff 3,040 4,880 4,190
Nonacademic Staff 8,140 8,950 8,800
Visitors & Vendors 1,200 2,000 1,750
Total Regular Terms Headcount 45,940 51,260 50,170
Net Growth by 2020 5,320 4,240
Total Employment 12,940 15,810 14,970
Net Growth by 2020 2,870 2,040
TABLE5.1-9 Actual + Approved Projected 2020
ALTERNATIVE L-3: PROPOSED SPACE 2001-2002 2020 LRDP Alternative 1.-3
Program Space (GSF) 12,100,000 14,300,000 13,800,000
Net Growth by 2020 2,200,000 1,700,000
Net Lab Space Growth by 2020 660,000 470,000
Housing (bed spaces) 8,190 10,790 10,790
Net Growth by 2020 2,600 2,600
Parking (auto spaces) 7,690 9,990 9,490
Net Growth by 2020 2,300 1,800
TABLE 5.1-10
ALTERNATIVE L-3: PROGRAM Program Space (GSF) Parking (spaces)
SPACE & PARKING DISTRIBUTION 2020 LRDP Altern1-3 2020 LRDP Altern 1.-3
Campus Park 1,000,000 770,000 600 500
City Environs
Adjacent Blocks North 50,000 40,000
Adjacent Blocks West 800,000 620,000 1,300 1,000
Adjacent Blocks South 400,000 310,000 600 500
Southside 50,000 40,000
Other Berkeley Sites 50,000 40,000
Hill Campus 100,000 80,000
Max Net Addl Space NTE 2,200,000 1,700,000 2,300 1,800

Housing unchanged from base scenario for 2020 LRDP.

Total lab and building emissions on a regional basis would be the same as those for the
LRDP, since the total student and staff population growth would be the same as under
the 2020 LRDP, but with some of the growth placed at Richmond Field Station. In
conclusion, total regional pollutant emissions would be equivalent under Alternative 3 to
the 2020 LRDP, and would be significant and unavoidable with respect to compliance

with the Clean Air Plan.

L-3 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The potential cultural resource impacts under Alternative L-3 would in general be the
same as described for L-1 within the geographic scope of the 2020 LRDP. The Best
Practices and Mitigation Measures described in Chapter 4.4 regarding historical,
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archaeological and paleontological resources would apply under Alternative 1.-3 and, in
general, would avoid significant impacts. The special circumstances under which
demolition or alteration of a significant resource is unavoidable would also have the
potential to occur in L-3, but given the reduced building program in the Campus Park
and City Environs, fewer such instances would be likely. The potential for discovery of
cultural resources at RES also exists in 1-3, and would require further assessment.

L-3 NOISE

Alternative 1-3 assumes that if one-third of the projected growth and sponsored
research would be housed at the Richmond Field Station this would substantially reduce
the duration and scope of construction in the Campus Park area and its environs. The
conclusion regarding the significance of the impact of construction noise would be the
same as under the 2020 LRDP, that is the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Noise levels would substantially increase temporarily at sensitive receivers and would
exceed limits set forth by local jurisdictions.

However, the number of projects in the vicinity of the campus would be reduced.
While this reduction would be matched by an increase in construction activity at RES,
RFS in general has fewer sensitive receivers than the campus vicinity.

L-3 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Relocating a third of the growth in sponsored research to the Richmond Field Station
would reduce the population growth at the Campus Park. However the reduction
would be related to the relocation of postdocs, research and administrative staff,
whereas relocated faculty and students would likely make trips on a regular basis to the
Campus Park. The relatively small reduction in the population making daily trips to the
Campus Park would reduce local congestion and congestion at the study intersections
relative to those in the 2020 LRDP. However, the intersection congestion impacts
identified for the project would likely remain significant.

Because the same amount of parking would be added as in the 2020 LRDP, parking
impacts would remain essentially the same, although the relative demand for the new
parking would be slightly lower and thus the pressure for non-auto commuters to shift
modes would be slightly lower. The construction-related impacts would be slightly
lessened due to lower construction levels on campus.

The alternative would result in a new significant impact related to shuttle service
between the REFS and the Campus Park, as it is likely that additional shuttle vehicles and
more frequent service would be required to link the two sites. The current shuttle’s fare
is not covered by the Class Pass Program. The additional fare and the inconvenience of
the shuttle may cause people to use their personal vehicles. This in turn would have the
effect of increasing congestion at the study intersections, especially to the north and
west of the Campus Park.

In addition, this alternative could produce traffic congestion impacts in the vicinity of
the RFES, particularly because that site is not as well-served by transit (BART and AC
Transit buses) as the Campus Patk, nor as well located within bicycling/walking distance
of substantial housing opportunities.
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L-3 OTHER ANTICIPATED EFFECTS

AESTHETICS

The potential aesthetic impacts under Alternative I.-3 within the geographic scope of
the 2020 LRDP would in general be the same as described for the 2020 LRDP. How-
ever, since there would be less program space and parking under Alternative L-3, there
would be fewer projects and thus less potential for aesthetic impacts. The Continuing
Best Practices and Mitigation Measures described in Chapter 4.1 would apply under
Alternative I.-3 and mitigate any potential impacts to less than significant levels.

BioLOGICAL RESOURCES

This alternative is not expected to reduce identified impacts on biological resources, and
could contribute to potential adverse impacts on sensitive resources at the Richmond
Field Station. No significant unavoidable adverse impacts on biological resources were
identified under the proposed 2020 LRDP. The reduction in program space on the
Campus Park and increase in projected growth at the Richmond Field Station would not
provide appreciably greater protection of sensitive resources such as Strawberry Creek,
campus natural areas and mature trees, or sensitive habitats.

There is a possibility that the increased growth at the Richmond Field Station could
affect sensitive resources at that remote site, which include native grasslands, coastal salt
marsh, raptor nesting, and possibly roosting locations for special-status bat species.
Projected growth at the Richmond Field Station would presumably be accommodated in
locations where sensitive biological and wetland resources are absent, but would require
further environmental assessment.

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

Development under Alternative I.-3 would have the same potential geology, soils and
seismicity impacts as described for the 2020 LRDP, although since campus headcount
would be lower, fewer people within the geographic scope of the 2020 LRDP would be
subject to seismic risk. Alternative I.-3 projects that one-third of the projected growth in
sponsored research would be housed at RFS. The geological and seismic setting of RFS
is different from that of the LRDP area, and would require further assessment. Any
development under Alternative I.-3 would be subject to the Best Practices described in
Chapter 4.5 regarding seismic safety. These best practices would mitigate any potential
impacts to less than significant levels.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Under Alternative -3, the hazardous materials impacts within the geographic scope of
the 2020 LRDP would be reduced compared to the 2020 LRDP because the increase in
laboratory space on and around campus would be smaller. Hazardous materials use at
the RES site would increase; however, as under the 2020 LRDP, the impacts would be
less than significant because the University would continue to comply with applicable
laws, regulations, and policies.

HYDROLOGY

Development under Alternative L-3 would in general have the same potential hydrology
and water quality impacts as described for the 2020 LRDP. Alternative 1.-3 projects that
one-third of the projected growth in sponsored research would be housed at RFS. The
hydrologic setting of RFS is different from that of the LRDP area, and would require
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further assessment. Any development under Alternative -3 would be subject to the
Continuing Best Practices described in Chapter 4.7 regarding hydrology. These best
practices would mitigate any potential impacts to less than significant levels.

LAND UsE

The potential land use impacts under Alternative I.-3 would in general be the same as
described for the 2020 LRDP. The Best Practices that would apply under the 2020
LRDP would also apply under Alternative L-3. Increased research space growth at RFS
under Alternative -3 would not be expected to result in significant incompatibilities
since RES already houses research uses and is surrounded by similar uses.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

For Alternative I.-3, the changes in campus headcount and university housing through
2020 would be the same as in the 2020 LRDP, and therefore the population and
housing impacts under Alternative L.-2 would at a regional level be the same as those
under the 2020 LRDP. However, since a third of research growth would occur at RFS,
the localized demand on the Berkeley housing matket could be somewhat lower under
-3, if some employees stationed at RFS choose residences closer to their workplace.

PUBLIC SERVICES

The increase in both headcount and built space within the geographic scope of the 2020
LRDP would be less under Alternative 1.-3 than under the 2020 LRDP, and therefore
the impacts on fire and emergency services, police services, schools, parks and recrea-
tion, and solid waste under Alternative 1.-3 would also be less than significant within this
area. Public services at RFS may experience some increase in demand under Alternative
L-3, however, and would require further assessment.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The increase in both headcount and built space within the geographic scope of the 2020
LRDP would be less under Alternative 1.-3 than under the 2020 LRDP. Since the
impacts on utilities and service systems under the 2020 LRDP were less than significant,
the impacts under Alternative L.-3 would also be less than significant. Systems serving
RFS may experience some increase in demand under Alternative L-3, however, and
would require further assessment.

L-3 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES

As noted above, from the standpoint of impacts within the scope of the 2020 LRDP, .-
3 would be similar to L-1. The two differ, however, in terms of their relationship to the
2020 LRDP 2020 Objectives.

* Provide the space, technology and infrastructure we require to excel in
education, research, and public service.

Unlike I-1, L-3 would meet this Objective by accommodating the full demand for
program space projected in the 2020 LRDP, although a third of the demand generated
by growth in sponsored research would be located at RES rather than on or around the
Campus Park.
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* Build a campus that fosters intellectual synergy and collaborative endeavors
both within and across disciplines.

L-3 would not, however, fully meet the Objective to retain and reinforce the contiguity
of academic programs. The future of both education and research is increasingly
interdisciplinary, and the UC Berkeley campus must continue to be a place that encout-
ages interdisciplinary synergy. Because the potential for synergy is everywhere, the 2020
LRDP responds to this Objective by locating 90-100% of new program space on or
adjacent to the Campus Park.

In L-3, only two-thirds of the program space demand generated by growth in sponsored
research would be accommodated on or adjacent to the Campus Park: the balance
would be housed at RFS. While there are some research programs that do not require
proximity to the Campus Park — and several of these are already located at RFS — L-3
could preclude a number of future programs for which proximity to the Campus Park is
essential. For this reason, L-3 does not fully meet this Objective of the 2020 LRDP.

The relationship of Alternative 1.-3 to the other Objectives would not differ significantly
from Alternative L-1.

5.1.4 ALTERNATIVE L-4: No PROJECT

Under the no project alternative, the current 1990-2005 LRDP would remain in place.
While substantial capacity remains under the current LRDP to develop student housing
and parking, virtually its entire allocation of 723,000 net additional GSF of program
space has already been constructed. Regular term student headcount and total head-
count have also both grown beyond the maxima prescribed under the current 1990-
2005 LRDP.

Alternative L-4, therefore, would leave the campus with two options. One would be to
stop developing new program space. This is infeasible for several reasons. First, the
growth in student enrollment is part of a University-wide strategy to continue to meet its
obligations under the California Master Plan for Higher Education, in the face of
dramatic growth in the number of college-age Californians: enrollment growth at
Berkeley is an integral part of this strategy.

To maintain the quality of education at UC Berkeley, this growth in enrollment requites
a corresponding increase in faculty and academic and nonacademic staff, and therefore
in campus facilities. Second, the aging facility inventory at UC Berkeley must continue to
be renewed, not only to remedy the space deficits created by enrollment growth, but
also to provide the state-of-the-art space, technology, and infrastructure required by
modern education and research.

Moreover, continued growth in research programs is desirable, not only because these
programs pursue research of great public benefit, but also because participation in a vital
and diverse research enterprise is crucial to the educational experience of both graduate
and undergraduate students.

5.1-17



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2020 LRDP DRAFT EIR
5.1 2020 LRDP ALTERNATIVES

The other option under Alternative 1.-4 would be to amend the current LRDP each time
a new project is required. One such amendment, for the NEQSS facilities in 2002, has
already been approved. Because UC Berkeley works at the frontiers of knowledge, new
and unanticipated facility needs sometimes emerge, and LRDP amendments are
sometimes necessary. However, to rely exclusively on amendments to an increasingly
outdated LRDP would not be in the best interests of either campus or community,
because it would lead to an increasingly piecemeal approach to campus development.

Under this interpretation of the No Project Alternative I.-4, the same amount of
development would be expected to occur as under the 2020 LRDP, since the factors
driving the projected increase in campus headcount and space requirements would not
change. However, they would be analyzed under CEQA project by project.

The Continuing Best Practices, since they are already in place at UC Berkeley, would
serve to mitigate the environmental impacts of future projects in the same way they
would under the 2020 LRDP. However, Mitigation Measures would be prescribed
project by project rather than, as in the 2020 LRDP, based on a comprehensive
overview of the full scope of development from now through 2020.

More importantly, under the No Project Alternative the objectives, policies, and
guidelines prescribed in the 2020 LRDP to shape future development would not be
available. In the absence of the larger, longer-term policy context established by the
2020 LRDP, each project would be forced to tely on an increasingly outdated 1990-2005
LRDP, and would likely be driven far more by local and temporal factors rather than the
best long-term interest of the campus as a whole.

5.1.5 ALTERNATIVES WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION

During the scoping process, other alternatives were considered, but as a result of
qualitative analysis were determined either to be infeasible or to offer no significant
environmental benefits over the 2020 LRDP or Alternatives I.-1 through I.-4, and were
therefore not analyzed quantitatively.

ALTERNATIVE L-5: LESS NEW UNIVERSITY HOUSING

The University received NOP comments advocating construction of less housing than
proposed in the 2020 LRDP. However, this option appears to offer almost no signifi-
cant environmental benefits over the 2020 LRDP. This section analyzes this option
relative to the four significant and unavoidable impacts of the 2020 LRDP: noise, traffic,
cultural resources and air quality.

AIR QUALITY

Air emissions from vehicle trips would increase if mote students must live further from
campus due to less University housing, and therefore would have fewer transit alterna-
tives and/or longer drives to campus. However, there would also be a dectease in area
source emissions associated with student housing (natural gas combustion emissions for
water and space heating, consumer product use, and landscape maintenance).
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Because the lower number of new housing units under L-5 would result in fewer
projects, the potential for impacts on cultural resources could be somewhat less than
under the 2020 LRDP. However, such impacts are very unlikely given the range of
alternate sites within the 2020 LRDP Housing Zone, and therefore the low probability
of unavoidable demolition or alteration of cultural resources due to housing under the
2020 LRDP.

NoISE

If new University housing were not constructed, new residents would not be exposed to
excessive noise levels within the 2020 LRDP Housing Zone. This may be the one
environmental benefit of Alternative I.-5.

While construction noise is a significant and unavoidable impact under the 2020 LRDP,
housing construction of the type envisioned by the 2020 LRDP has less severe noise
impacts than the construction of program space or parking, for several reasons: First,
housing construction under the 2020 LRDP would be far more widely dispersed than
program space or parking, so the likelihood of multiple sequential projects in the vicinity
of any one site is much lower.

Second, neatly all new housing is expected to be light frame construction, for which the
duration of construction is shorter than concrete or steel projects. Finally, light frame
construction does not require some of the noisiest construction methods required in the
typical steel or concrete project, such as major wotk for foundation excavation,
foundation construction and erection of the steel superstructure. For these reasons,
Alternatives L.-1 or 1.-3, which involve significant reductions in new program space and
new parking compared to the 2020 LRDP, would be more effective in reducing noise
impacts than Alternative L-5.

TRAFFIC

A strategy of building less new university housing is likely to make traffic conditions
worse, because the LRDP Housing Zone is designed to ensure the location of this new
housing encourages alternate modes of travel to and from campus. If less new university
housing is built in the LRDP Housing Zone, more students would likely live farther
from campus, in places less convenient to transit, and would be more likely to drive.

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Because the lower number of new housing units under L-5 would result in fewer
projects, the potential for impacts on aesthetics and land use could be somewhat less
than under the 2020 LRDP, but no significant and unavoidable impacts are identified in
these categories for the 2020 LRDP. On the other hand, the lower number of housing
units could increase the potential for housing market impacts, since campus headcount
under I.-5 would be the same as in the 2020 LRDP.

ALTERNATIVE L-6: MORE NEW UNIVERSITY HOUSING

In contrast to NOP comments suggesting a reduction in housing, some NOP com-
ments advocated an increase in housing relative to that proposed in the 2020 LRDP.
This option is infeasible under the current financial practices of the University.
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While the long term goals in the Strategic Academic Plan may ultimately require more
University housing than envisioned in the 2020 LRDP, under the current financial
practices of the University it is not possible to sustain a more intensive pace of housing
development than the 2020 LRDP proposes. Because the state provides no funds for
University housing, its entire capital and operating cost must be supported by rents and
other revenues.

Although the UC Berkeley housing inventory includes many relatively new facilities,
many others are old and in critical need of major renovation, including the Clark Kerr
Campus and Bowles and Stern Halls. Rents must sustain these renovations as well as
new construction projects. However, new construction projects begin generating new
expenses well before they begin generating new revenues, while renovation projects
typically generate no new revenues.

Given the need to keep rents at reasonable levels and maintain the financial integrity of
the housing auxiliary as a whole, the campus is therefore limited in the number of
projects it can pursue at any one time. While the 2020 LRDP housing program appears
at this point to be supportable by projected future rents, a significantly larger program
would be infeasible.

ALTERNATIVE L-7: MORE INTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT OF HILL CAMPUS

Several NOP comments emphasized the need to preserve the ecological integrity,
environmental quality and recreational amenity of the Hill Campus. However, several
campus individuals have advocated developing the Hill Campus mote intensively than is
proposed under the 2020 LRDP.

One argument advanced is that development in the Hill Campus would be preferable to
diverting growth to a remote site, as in Alternative L-3, given the 2020 LRDP objective
to maintain a vital intellectual community. Another argument advanced for developing
the Hill Campus more intensively is that it would reduce the need for the University to
purchase additional land to implement the 2020 LRDP, since the Hill Campus lands are
already in University ownership.

However, the physical separation of the Hill Campus from the Campus Park is a
significant obstacle to productive working relationships with units on the Campus Park
due to time lost in travel and the near absence of informal interaction. The 2020 LRDP
program to concentrate new program space and parking on and around the Campus
Park is a preferable solution, in terms of the 2020 LRDP objective to support a vital
intellectual community and promote full engagement in campus life.

For this analysis, it is assumed more intensive development of the Hill Campus would
entail an equivalent reduction in development in the City Environs, while the total

amount of development under the 2020 LRDP would remain the same.

AIR QUALITY
Air quality impacts would be the same under Alternative L-7 as under the 2020 LRDP.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

The nature, but not necessarily the significance, of the potential impacts would be
different under L-7 than under the 2020 LRDP. The City Environs has a far greater
number of designated histotic resources, but the probability of prehistoric resources is
likely to be greater in the Hill Campus.

NoIsE

The noise environment on the Hill Campus area is relatively quiet due to the low level
of traffic and intensity of development, and the area includes noise sensitive uses such
as the Field Station for Behavioral Research. Because ambient noise is low in the Hill
Campus, increased development in this area would have a greater potential to cause a
substantial noise impact, both temporarily during construction and permanently,
although the number of sensitive receivers would be lower than in the City Environs.

TRAFFIC

While some redistribution of trips would occur within the immediate vicinity of the
campus, the total number of trips to and from the campus vicinity would be the same as
under the 2020 LRDP. Thus, while the incidence of impacts might differ slightly from
the 2020 LRDP, the total magnitude of impacts would be similar. Moreover, Centennial
Drive — the only route through the Hill Campus — is particularly vulnerable to conges-
tion due to its curves, steep grades, narrow width, and poor visibility.

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Morte intensive development in the Hill Campus could, compared to the 2020 LRDP,
result in greater potential environmental impacts in a number of areas:

* The Hill Campus is a scenic and recreational resource for the entire Hast Bay,
and is part of the continuous greenbelt of park and watershed land that extends
the entire length of the East Bay Hills from Richmond to Hayward. Its increased
development could thus result in impacts to both aesthetics and recreation.

* The mix of scrub, conifer and eucalyptus stands makes the East Bay Hills, in-
cluding the Hill Campus, a regular seasonal fire risk. The steep terrain, poor ac-
cess and limited infrastructure present enormous obstacles to fire response.

®  The steep terrain and poor access and infrastructure in the Hill Campus make
development itself more disruptive. With few exceptions, substantial regrading
would be required for new projects, and in many areas infrastructure extensions
or upgrades may also be required.

* The Hill Campus is known to contain sensitive wetlands, the riparian habitat of
Strawberry Creek and its tributary drainages, and suitable habitat for a number
of special status species.

*  The Hill Campus is largely designated as a landslide hazard area, and thus more
intensive development in the Hill Campus has the potential to expose more
people to geologic hazards than an equivalent amount of development else-
where in the 2020 LRDP area.

* The potential for hydrology and water quality impacts would be greater in this
alternative than under the 2020 LRDP because of the presence of several open
crecks and tributaries in the Hill Campus. The terrain may make it more diffi-
cult for the campus to maintain runoff volumes at existing levels. Also, a large

5.1-21



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
2020 LRDP DRAFT EIR
5.1 2020 LRDP ALTERNATIVES

increase in runoff could also exceed the current capacity of the storm drain sys-
tem. These factors would have to be considered, and further hydrologic analy-
sis completed for this alternative

*  More intensive development in the Hill Campus would result in greater poten-
tial impacts to both fire and emergency services and recreation than the 2020
LRDP. The risk of wildland fires is much greater in the Hill Campus than in
other areas of the 2020 LRDP, and more intensive development in the Hill
Campus would expose more people to this risk.

*  More intensive development in the Hill Campus would result in a greater in-
crease in impervious surfaces than under the 2020 LRDP, which concentrates
development in already urbanized areas.

For these reasons, more intensive development of the Hill Campus was eliminated for
further study as an alternative in this EIR.

ALTERNATIVE L-8: MORE INTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT OF CLARK KERR CAMPUS

A strategy to accommodate a significant portion of the 2020 LRDP housing targets on
the Clark Kerr Campus could offer substantial fiscal advantages to the City if it reduced
the University’s need to purchase additional housing sites, thus removing those sites
from the tax rolls. However, this alternative is infeasible due to the restrictions imposed
by the 1982 Memorandum of Understanding with the City and the 1982 Declaration of
Covenants with the neighboring property owners, both of which run until 2032.

AIR QUALITY
Air quality impacts would remain the same under Alternative 1.-7 as under the 2020 LRDP.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Clark Kerr Campus is on the National Register of Historic Places. While this
alternative would not necessarily entail the demolition or alteration of any existing
resources on the site, any new development would have to be designed with great care
to respect the visual quality and character of the campus, and the composition of
buildings and open spaces that contributes to this character.

Noise

The Clark Kerr Campus is surrounded by residential neighbors. Most intensive devel-
opment of the Clark Kerr Campus would have the potential to cause both a short-term
and long-term noise impacts upon the adjacent sensitive receivers. This is not signifi-
cantly different than other development areas proposed for the 2020 LRDP around the
perimeter of the Campus Park. Noise impacts under Alternative -8 would be the same
as the 2020 LRDP, but would involve an additional group of sensitive receivers.

TRAFFIC

Since the Clark Kerr Campus lies within easy walking and biking distance of the Campus
Park, housing located at this site would not only discourage driving but would also avoid
capacity impacts on transit systems. A given amount of new housing constructed at
Clatk Kerr Campus, therefore, would have less transportation-related impacts than an
equivalent amount of housing constructed along a transit corridor.
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OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The Clark Kerr Campus is on the National Register of Historic Places, and also contains
mature trees and landscaping that may have to be removed in order to accommodate
new development. Development on the campus could therefore have a greater potential
for significant aesthetic impact than an equivalent amount of development elsewhere
within the LRDP Housing Zone.

Alternative 1.-8 could expose more people to seismic hazards when compared to the
2020 LRDP. Seismic shaking at Clark Kerr Campus is expected to be strong in the event
of an earthquake on the Hayward fault, given its proximity to the fault. A significant
portion of the campus lies within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone for the
Hayward fault, and development within this zone would be subject to the provisions of
the Alquist-Priolo Act.

5.1.6 2020 LRDP ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the
range of reasonable and feasible alternatives evaluated. As a rule this would be the
alternative that results in fewer or no significant and unavoidable impacts.

Of the feasible alternatives described above, Alternative 1.-1 is the most favorable in
terms of both the 2020 LRDP Objectives and its environmental impacts. With respect
to the latter, L-1 is also preferable to the 2020 LRDP; impacts would not be worse than
under the 2020 LRDP in any category, and would be reduced in several categories,
roughly in proportion to the reduction in campus headcount, construction of new
projects, or both.

The amount of net new program space in Alternative L-1 is based on the same factors
and formulas used for the 2020 LRDP; the difference is due entirely to the lower rates
of growth assumed for L-1. Therefore, if enrollment and employment do in fact grow at
the slower rates projected in L-1, the amount of net new program space, housing and
parking in L-1 would be adequate.

However, UC Berkeley believes the lower projections of growth in I-1 do not ade-
quately reflect long-term trends in sponsored research, nor do they meet University-wide
targets for enrollment growth. UC Berkeley believes the rates of growth projected in the
2020 LRDP represent the best estimate of future space demand, and if this demand
does materialize as expected, the amount of net new program space in Alternative L-1
would be inadequate, and would severely constrain the ability of UC Berkeley to
maintain its standard of excellence. Restricting future growth in headcount and building
space to the levels in Alternative I.-1 would not, therefore, meet the Objectives of the
2020 LRDP.

For this reason, despite the potential environmental advantages of Alternative L-1, the
2020 LRDP represents the best balance of institutional objectives and environmental
stewardship.
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